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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

The applicant has amended claims 8 and 14. Claims 8-23 are currently pending. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 3/18/2009 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Before addressing the actual arguments the Examiner will address the statement that 
allowable subject matter was indicated. The applicant is correct about this however after a 
careful review of the applicant's specification in light of the Jannu reference which was made 
after the 12/9/2008 conversation. The Examiner reconsidered as the Examiner could find no 
reason to indicate the claim subject matter allowable given the vague disclosure on the subject 
matter provided by the applicant's specification versus what is taught by Jannu. The applicant 
did not even provide any arguments as to why the applicant believes the claims in question are 
patentable over the prior art so there is no reason to withdrawal the rejection. 

As to the argument that Jannu does not teach subnets in a vehicle, this limitation is not 
patentable because the operation of the claimed gateway device in a vehicle is no different than 
the operation of the claimed gateway device anywhere else. See the revised rejection as follows. 

As to the argument that Jannu does not teach "modular gateways", the appUcant seems to 
be confiised as to the applicant's own specification. The claimed "module software gateway" is 
the same thing as the applicant's disclosed "logical software gateway" (See page 4, lines 3-4 of 
the applicant's specification. When the applicant's specification states that "expand[ing] 
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gateways without the need for changing the existing gateway software and/or the existing 
configuration tables" the applicant is referring to the gateway unit which houses the modular 
gateways. Jannu works the same way in that only the adapters that connect to the new 
equipment must be replaced. For example, if application 126 is replaced then only adapters 
connected to application 126 need to be changed. Adapters between any of the remaining 
applications remain the same. The applicant is taking the words "all other systems must be 
redesigned" completely out of context because this only means that adapters related to a specific 
piece of equipment and not every adapter in the system. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 8-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
Number 7,152,094 to Jannu et al. 

As to claim 8, Jannu teaches a device for connecting subnets, comprising: a gateway unit 
configured to connect at least two subsystems, wherein the gateway unit is made of at least one 
modular software gateway, which routes messages between only two subnets (Figure 1 and col. 
1, lines 38-58, each connection 101-1 15 is considered a modular software gateway); however 
Jannu does not explicitly teach the subnets being in a vehicle. It is obvious to make an old 
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device portable or movable as the claimed device for connecting subnets does not produce any 
new or unexpected result when put in a vehicle (See MPEP section 2144.04(V)(A)). 

As to claim 9, Jannu teaches a device wherein at least three subnets are connected to the 
gateway unit, the gateway unit including a plurality of modular software gateways, each of the 
modular software gateways routing messages between only two subsystems (Figure 1 and col. 1, 
lines 38-58). 

As to claim 10, Jannu teaches a device fiirther comprising: bus-specific receiving objects 
configured to relay incoming messages to selected software gateways, the bus-specific receiving 
objects being provided for each subnet (the applicant's specification provides no definition for a 
"bus-specific receiving object". The prior art described by Jannu clearly is able to relay 
incoming messages to selected gateways because it would be ridiculous for to send a message 
from application 128 to application 120 if the message was intended for application 122). 

As to claim 11, Jannu teaches a device wherein the receiving objects including routing 
tables in which a treatment of incoming messages is configured (the applicant does not disclose 
any limiting details on a "routing table" and the prior art described by Jannu is clearly able to 

route messages). 

As to claim 12, Jannu teaches a device fiirther comprising: bus-specific transmitting 
objects configured to monitor access to a particular bus, for each subnet (Figure 1 and col. 1, 
lines 38-58). 
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As to claim 13, Jannu teaches a device wherein the modular software gateway is 
configured to buffer incoming messages and perform protocol-specific adaptations (col. 1, lines 
51-54). 

As to claims 14-23, these limitations are shown in the rejections of the preceding claims. 
Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DOUGLAS B. BLAIR whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3893. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-5:30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571) 272-3868. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Douglas B Blair/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2442 



